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ABSTRACT: Increasingly it has been argued that senior management teams (SMTs), comprising 
principals, deputy heads and other personnel, play a critical role in the governance of schools. In 
recent years, many researchers have drawn upon the tools of micropolitics to illuminate the 
relationships, dynamics and power plays between and amongst members of SMTs.  The paper has 
two foci. Firstly, it overviews some of the seminal literature in the field of SMTs and micropolitics 
in an attempt to identify the working practices of and challenges facing members of SMTs. 
Secondly, it discusses an instrument, the TEAM Development Questionnaire, that emerged from a 
synthesis of this writing and research. The questionnaire presented here was especially devised to 
use with members of SMTs to help them (i) identify the dynamics amongst team members; and (ii) 
identify areas for the team to improve. A set of procedures for implementing the TEAM 
Development Questionnaire is provided to demonstrate its application to the field.  
Introduction and Background 
The roles and responsibilities of school leaders in most countries across the world have become 
more complex and challenging in recent years (Billot, Goddard & Cranston, 2007; Cranston, 
2007a; Gronn, 2003). In large part, this has resulted from the discontinuously changing contexts 
and day-to-day dynamics within which school leaders now operate. Indeed, principals are now 
faced with having to make a plethora of decisions in an environment of competing priorities, and 
with consideration for the interests of students, teachers, parents and the school and wider 
community. Increasingly, principals now share many of their decision-making responsibilities 
across members of their senior team; deputy principals, assistant principals, associate principals 
(Cardno, 2002) - the nomenclature varies across various countries and systems. Such teams, often 
referred to as Senior Management Teams (SMTs) or Senior Leadership Teams (SLTs), have 
                                                                                                                          
 
increasingly become the focus of researchers and writers (Bennett et al., 2007; Cranston & Ehrich, 
2005; Ehrich & Cranston, 2004; Gronn, 1998; Hall & Wallace, 1996; Wallace, 2002). Several 
researchers have examined such teams through the lens of ‘micropolitics’ (Blase, 1991; Blase & 
Anderson, 1995). 
In part, this increasing, and some would argue overdue, attention, has paralleled interest in 
notions of distributive leadership emerging in recent years (Harris, 2005). While the rationale for 
such notions is contested – notions of ‘wanting to’ versus ‘having to’ – there is now strong 
evidence that an approach of working with and through others is much more likely to characterise 
principals’ work than earlier individualistic ‘great man’ approaches. In many ways, the workings 
of SMTs can be considered as one element of distributive leadership notions. But there remain 
questions and challenges as to what is really going on in SMTs (i.e. their dynamics) and how 
might we use such understandings for improving their effectiveness. These two questions provide 
the foci of this paper. 
The paper begins by overviewing some of the key literature concerning SMTs. The earlier 
work of writers such as Blase (1991) in the United States and Hall and Wallace (1996) in the 
United Kingdom and others is examined along with more recent writings by Cardno (2002) and 
Cranston and Ehrich (2005). The paper then synthesises from such literature a number of common 
and powerful themes about the underlying principles and characteristics of effective Senior 
Management Teams in schools. The paper then describes the development of the TEAM 
Development Questionnaire, an instrument developed from the synthesis of the literature and then 
discusses the application of the instrument via the TEAM Development Process.  
The characteristics of the questionnaire (items, format) are also briefly discussed. Of key 
interest is the TEAM Development Process – that is, how the questionnaire is used in practice with 
SMTs. This is the means of examining their dynamics and identifying areas for enhancing their 
effectiveness. Notions of action research are evident here. Central to the process is the challenge 
offered through the questionnaire for SMT members to ‘describe’ how their team currently 
operates (this is referred to as the real – i.e. how the team is now, how it works, what works well, 
what does not work well) and then how they would like to see their team operate in a preferred 
situation (this is referred to as the ideal i.e. how team members would like the team to be, how 
they would like it to work). Then an examination of the comparisons between the real and ideal 
sets of data can be made, leading to judgements and discussion as to how closely these are aligned, 
or not aligned. This notion of alignment, or more importantly the lack of alignment, between the 
real and ideal is where critical reflections and key developmental conversations can be generated. 
Not surprisingly, sound facilitation of such conversations is required to take the SMT forward by 
building on any positives identified via the questionnaire (e.g. where there is alignment between 
the real and ideal) as well addressing any areas for improvement (e.g. where there is a lack of 
alignment between the real and ideal). 
The paper then offers some reflective learnings (Cranston, 2007b) from the application of the 
Process with SMTS. These reflections have been documented as the process has been used in a 
number of different situations (state and non-state schools) and different types of teams. In sum, 
what these learnings suggest is that the TEAM Process as discussed offers a useful means for 
SMTs to both reflect on their dynamics and the effectiveness of these, as well as identify areas for 
attention and development.  
 Earlier research as framing the TEAM instrument & process 
The findings of two surveys of senior management team (SMT) members in Queensland and New 
Zealand secondary schools revealed that teamwork and leadership characteristics of a school’s 
SMT were key determinants of respondents’ levels of role satisfaction (Cranston, Ehrich & Billot, 
2003; Cranston, Tromans & Reugebrink, 2002). Specifically, respondents’ levels of satisfaction 
and self-efficacy as school leaders and managers were significantly correlated with the goodness 
of fit between how their SMT actually functioned and how they would ideally like it to function. 
This suggested that SMT dynamics were a critical factor in supporting, maintaining and promoting 
the leadership and management skills and aspirations of SMT members. Analysis of the qualitative 
data collected in the surveys pointed to micropolitical theory as a useful conceptual framework for 
understanding and managing those dynamics.  
In response to these findings, a research project aimed at developing a strategy (instrument 
and process) to examine the characteristics, dynamics and effectiveness of SMTs was initiated. 
The background, current developments and future directions of that research are explored 
elsewhere in detail (Cranston & Ehrich, 2005). What is critical about this research is that it has 
high relevance for all schools across systems, nationally and internationally which have been 
subjected to school-based management and similar reforms and restructurings in recent times. 
Such reforms intensify the need for enhanced and collaborative decision-making at the school 
level, making the effectiveness of key groups, such as SMTs, engaged in such decision-making, of 
high importance. More recent developments in distributed, shared and multiple leadership roles 
are also relevant. 
Analysis of the qualitative data of the research survey noted above highlighted interpersonal 
relations, participatory and transparent decision-making, delegation of authority and responsibility, 
and leadership style as key themes for delineating SMT dynamics. The following quotes provided 
by respondents illustrate some of these dynamics:  
I'm not satisfied in my role, because . . . Our principal often calls important meetings at 
short notice so not all of us can get there. I'm made to feel like a troublemaker if I raise an 
objection to a decision made in my absence and I don't think my expertise is used or 
valued at all, except for dealing with behaviour problems and staff gripes. 
I'm more satisfied in my role now because . . . change of school to a place where my 
contribution is valued and I feel that my work is worthwhile; having a Principal who 
delegates without feeling the need to oversee; working with colleagues who share roles 
without power plays. 
The frequency and consistency of such comments in the survey data demonstrated the 
political nature of SMTs and their susceptibility to internal conflict, individual/group 
manipulation, defensive behaviour and power struggles. They also captured the quintessential 
nature of micropolitics, which is concerned with how strategies such as power, coercion, 
cooperation, cooption and influence can be applied in group settings to obtain resources and/or 
achieve goals.  
As indicated earlier, it was this research that gave the impetus for further investigation of 
SMTs, the dynamics, quality and effectiveness of these and how some developmental gains might 
be made to assist SMTs reflect on their current status and identify areas for development. A 
review of the literature did indeed reveal that micropolitics could provide a useful lens for 
                                                                                                                             
 
focusing this research. 
Looking at SMTs through the lens of micropolitics 
Micropolitics has been described by Blase (1991, p.1) as: 
…the use of formal and informal power by individuals and groups to achieve their goals 
in organizations. In large part, political actions result from perceived differences between 
individuals and groups, coupled with motivation to use power to influence and/or protect. 
Although such actions are consciously motivated, any action, consciously or 
unconsciously motivated, may have political ‘significance’ in a given situation. Both 
cooperative and conflictive actions and processes are part of the realm of micropolitics.   
It is not unusual for this description to evoke images of the divisive and self-promoting 
behaviours that characterise the ‘negative’ side of organisational life (Hoyle, 1999), which Hall 
and Wallace (1996, p.7) refer to as the ‘covert and illegitimate world of underhand manoeuvres 
and dirty tricks’. However, micropolitics also entails positive, cooperative and facilitative 
strategies that can promote and maintain collaboration and commitment among members of an 
organisation to achieve common goals (Blase & Anderson, 1995). These ideas become important 
in operational contexts such as in devolution and school-based management reforms, where SMTs, 
parents, teachers, and community members increasingly need to collaborate in decision-making 
processes affecting the school and its policies. Principals are under considerable pressure to ensure 
that the SMT functions effectively in this context which places them in a critical position as both 
the leader and a member of the team. As Wallace and Hall (1994, p. 186) observed, ‘if the team 
does not work, not only does the principal lose credibility but also the potential ‘synergy’ which is 
often the result of working with others’.  
So how might knowledge and understanding of micropolitics help? In brief, the literature and 
theory of micropolitics suggests that the effectiveness of an SMT is determined by its strengths 
across a number of important dimensions, including (a more detailed discussion of this is provided 
in Ehrich & Cranston, 2004): the clarity of its role and objectives; the competence and credibility 
of its members; the uniformity of members’ values and their commitment to team work; 
interpersonal relationships and communication among members and between members and other 
staff; and, accessibility of professional development opportunities for the team and for its 
individual members. 
Perhaps part of the learning journey for SMTs should begin with some systematic critical 
reflection of staff’s perceptions of the SMT’s performance. Such feedback has the potential to 
provide valuable information for SMTs and contribute to their ongoing learning and development 
as a team.  Cardno (2002) sees that leaders need to ‘take the lead’ in providing ongoing learning 
opportunities for team members and team members need to be open to such learning. She 
cautions, however, that if team learning and development are not seen as critical areas for SMTs to 
pursue, then the potential for teams to learn may well go unrealised.  
A recent comprehensive review of the (school) team literature highlighted a number of 
important reminders to recall here, many of these mirroring the issues raised above. A brief 
discussion follows each issue (Cranston & Ehrich, 2008): 
 Importance of team work 
For some years, there has been a strong argument that sharing leadership in teams is not only 
empowering for its members and an inclusive activity, but also more effective since it is unlikely 
that one person can act alone effectively in all circumstances. This is particularly the case now in 
schools where responsibilities and accountabilities have increased in recent years. In brief, it is 
argued that teamwork can be empowering and is inclusive and morally just since it gives voice to 
all members. It can also be more effective than working on one’s own, engendering greater 
commitment and support. Finally, it has idealistic and practical dimensions. 
Characteristics of effective teams 
Effective teams are those that are said to demonstrate particular characteristics. These 
characteristics relate to the dynamics of the team, its purposes and practices, the relationships 
among team members and the relationships it has with others in the organisation. These 
characteristics include that the team have common purpose and clear vision, with clear roles, 
commitment, and communication. The team should comprise a range of personal attributes across 
the team, and demonstrate positive team modelling. Members need to hold clear expectations, 
resolving disagreements openly by discussion and being committed to the readiness for change as 
necessary. It is also argued for the inclusion of wider staff in the processes, and that integrity must 
be evident as a key element of teamwork. This includes notions such as trust, collegiality, respect 
and partnership amongst members. Finally, there needs to be a demonstrated commitment to 
reflecting on, and improving team dynamics and practices. 
Challenging role of the formal leader 
Some writers argue that it is the formal leader of the school, i.e. the headteacher or principal who, 
in most cases, sets the parameters and culture or tone for the type, extent and quality of teamwork 
that is enacted. Key matters to highlight about the principal in SMTs include the importance of the 
formal leader in influencing and shaping team dynamics and promoting a culture of teamwork. To 
be noted is that this leader occupies a unique position: that of leader and member of the team. The 
formal leader also determines largely the extent to which teams are collegial or hierarchical as 
well as determining the degrees of sharing and tasks undertaken. They may also be influential in 
providing ongoing learning opportunities for team members. 
Tensions faced by formal leader  
Because of the dual location of the formal leader as both leader and team member, teamwork can 
be perceived as a risky activity. Formal leaders may be reluctant to share their decision making 
with other members of the team for fear of costly mistakes being made; mistakes for which they 
must bear the consequences. Sharing decision making in this way may also bring into question 
issues of power, such as power over, power with, power through. Past practices and culture are 
important here. The formal leader(s) may face tensions and dilemmas between exercising formal 
authority versus desire for collegiality, the need to maintain control and hierarchy versus equal 
contribution for members, and empowering others versus responsibility for decisions made. 
                                                                                                                            
 
Challenges facing teams and team efficacy 
Teamwork does not occur automatically or by chance. It requires sensitive and pro-active 
leadership to facilitate it. There are many challenges facing teams and a range of barriers 
impacting upon team efficacy. Among these are the lack of clarity and expectations among team 
members, the presence of defensive patterns of behaviour by members, and operational matters 
such as time constraints and limited or no provision of resources. Perhaps more significant are 
issues such as team members’ disagreement over goals, intra-group competition, domination by 
one or more players, and personal attacks. 
 Micropolitics as a lens for understanding team dynamics 
Micropolitics, as noted above, has been described as a powerful analytical tool to illuminate how 
members of teams use a variety of strategies such as coercion, cooperation and influence to obtain 
resources and achieve goals. Central to micropolitical activity is an analysis of influence and 
power. For some writers, understanding micropolitics and how it relates to team functioning is at 
the heart of effective team development. Key notions central to understanding micropolitics 
include cooperation, coercion, collaboration, cooption; power utilisation and power sharing; 
negotiation and conflict resolution; covert and overt actions and goals; facilitative actions; 
favouritism and manipulation; positive and respectful interpersonal relationships among members. 
These are the very essences of micropolitics in action. 
Team learning and effectiveness 
Effective teams do not simply happen; they require training and development and ongoing 
reflection if they are to be successful. Matters to be considered here, and acted upon, include the 
requirement that teams must be accountable and able to evaluate their performance and that they 
need to learn together. In practice, they may use a variety of tools (e.g. brainstorming, SWOT 
analysis, Appreciative Inquiry) to assist them to work together, in this way developing their 
particular goals and visions together. Importantly, new members of teams can benefit by an 
induction process whereby they are ‘socialised’ into the team. Subsequently, structured 
developmental activities can support team learning. Finally, it is argued that teams should reflect 
constantly on their performance. 
The key messages about the dynamics and effective operation of SMTs outlined in these 
reviews provide important pointers to what needed to be examined in our research to better 
understand the dynamics of SMTs. Further, they emphasised the importance of focusing that 
research in an attempt to make some contribution, in a developmental way, to potentially 
enhancing SMT operations in schools. A pilot study was consequently initiated in mid-2002 to 
explore the possibility of stimulating and promoting learning among SMTs through a systematic 
process of self-analysis and critical reflection grounded in micropolitical theory. The TEAM 
Development Questionnaire [TEAMS IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT], 
subsequently developed from this research, emerged as a potentially powerful tool for this. 
Development of the TEAM Development Questionnaire  
Fuller details about the development of the instrument are provided elsewhere (see Cranston & 
 Ehrich, 2005). In summary, the TEAM Development Questionnaire was formulated ‘from the 
ground up’ in a variety of ways.  Importantly, the questionnaire items drew on the perceptions and 
experiences of SMT members (e.g. principals, deputy principals) across a range of contexts, 
including their responses to surveys regarding their roles, workloads, and leadership and 
management experiences; their advice on the scope and detail of the questionnaire; and their 
feedback on the acceptability and relevance of questionnaire items as they were progressively 
drafted. Because of its potential to offer a unique and valuable perspective on the workings and 
effectiveness of SMTs, the micropolitical literature in education also contributed significantly to 
the formulation of the questionnaire items.   
The TEAM Development Questionnaire in action – the Team Development 
Process 
The TEAM Development Questionnaire has been refined such that it now comprises 32 core items, 
and five biographical and background items. The structure of the questionnaire takes account of 
the desire to achieve an instrument design to reflect the strong developmental focus derived from 
the notion of alignment of team dynamics (real v ideal) as discussed below.  
With regard to the notion of alignment (this is where the real and ideal sets of data are 
compared for similarities and differences), and to enable SMT members to profile their current 
SMT dynamics and those of a potentially more desired state, the instrument has now been 
designed to elicit two focused sets of responses: firstly, respondents are asked to complete the 
items for how their team functions now, i.e. the real team; then, secondly, respondents are asked to 
complete the same items for how they would prefer their team to function, i.e. the ideal team. 
Hence, two sets of TEAM profile data are available, viz. the real and the ideal. With such 
data, SMTs are able to analyse and profile both individual items as well as scales/domains to 
ascertain where real and ideal alignment is high as well as low. This provides a powerful 
developmental tool to identify the strengths and weaknesses/areas for development of SMTs. For 
example, areas where there is a lack of alignment can be used to target strategies (e.g. professional 
development) to move to the more desired state. Additionally, areas indicating high alignment can 
generally be considered as team strengths and used in positive supportive ways. 
The following process can be used by SMTs to investigate their effectiveness and dynamics. 
Ideally, it is considered that an external facilitator might best oversee the process which entails 
each member of the SMT completes the TEAM Development Questionnaire - this includes both 
real and ideal responses for each of the items. Then, the real and ideal responses are analysed for 
alignment and lack of alignment. The external facilitator provides feedback on the alignment to 
individuals and the team as a whole – this is by way of a summary report, with simple figures 
highlighting important findings. Finally, under the coordination of the external facilitator, 
developmental strategies to address team weaknesses are identified, agreed upon and prioritised 
for addressing. 
Preparing for the Team Development Process 
Consistent with the arguments of Cardno (2002) noted earlier, for such a process to be successful 
and truly developmental, there are risks involved. SMT members need to be willing, honest, 
                                                                                                                              
 
trusting and constructive in participating in the process. There is, not surprisingly, the potential for 
revelation of highly challenging and sensitive data. To assist teams reflect on their readiness for 
involvement in such a process a simple TEAM Readiness Tool has been developed – see Table 1. 
It is suggested that all team members complete the checklist (which takes about 5 to 10 minutes) 
then discuss their respective responses as a whole team together. That discussion should conclude 
with a team decision as to whether they are ready to embark on a particular team professional 
development activity. 
 
TABLE 1: TEAM READINESS TOOL 
TEAM Readiness Tool 
 
To be completed by all team members individually – THEN responses shared across team 
members – THEN a collective decision made as to whole team readiness for professional 
development. Respondents simply indicate whether they AGREE, DISAGREE or are 
UNSURE with the following five statements. 
Statement Agree () Disagree () Unsure () 
As a team member, I am keen to look at ways of 
improving my contribution to the “performance” 
of the team. 
   
As a team member, I am keen to look at ways of 
improving the overall “performance” of the team. 
   
We can always improve the way we “do 
business”, both as a team and as individuals 
   
This team plays an important role in the school 
and it is vital that we regularly reflect on our 
practices and processes to ensure they are helping 
to maximise our contributions to schools goals. 
   
This team plays an important role in the school 
and it is vital that we regularly reflect on our 
relationships to ensure they are helping to 
maximise our contributions to schools goals. 
   
Share responses  discuss  decide on readiness (or otherwise) to proceed with 
professional development. 
 
Implementing the process – Some general principles, comments 
A number of important principles need to be attended to both before and during the process. These 
include that all data, participants’ names, school name and so on are treated in the strictest 
confidence throughout the process and by all participants. Participants must be assured the intent 
of the process is constructive and developmental in so far as the outcomes are about team strengths 
 as well as areas for development. As part of this, the focus must be on the team, not individuals, 
although individuals are able to reflect on their own data. Finally, participants need to commit to 
overall outcomes that are about better understanding their team and the development of an action 
plan for strengthening the team in the future.  
A typical process and meetings 
The following flow chart (Chart 1) summarises the TEAM Process in action. It is possible that 
there may be variations to this depending on the school context and other factors, but generally, 
these elements are seen to provide an effective approach for school teams. Building confidence 
and trust to begin with, for example, is a critical first and fundamental step in the TEAM Process. 
 
CHART 1: THE TEAM PROCESS 
Meeting One 
o Introduction to, and clarification of, the process 
o Understanding and sharing expectations - building confidence, trust 
o Gaining commitment 
Meeting Two  
o Revisit process, expectations briefly 
o Distribute TEAM Questionnaire (and return confidential envelope) 
 In own time, participants complete the TEAM Questionnaire and return it for 
analysis 
 Individual participant reports returned with data summaries (about a week before 
next meeting) 
Meeting Three (up to 2 hours) – Workshop  
(about one to two weeks after receiving TEAM questionnaire) 
o External person facilitates workshop to look at whole TEAM responses eg real v ideal; 
individuals reflect on their responses with respect to those of the TEAM 
o Agreed summary of key points to emerge from the data – strengths + areas for 
development 
o TEAM to develop Action Plan to address areas for development 
o Other follow-up actions identified eg. plan to monitor TEAM in future using TEAM 
Questionnaire again to chart progress 
Reflection, debrief Meeting (30 minutes) – informal 
(about six weeks later) 
o Progress to date on Action Plan 
o Debrief, reflection on process, questionnaire 
 
Not surprisingly, how effective this process might be relies heavily on some of the key 
findings of the micropolitical literature as discussed earlier. For example, for the process to be 
effective, there needs to be a shared commitment to team work among SMT members, sound 
                                                                                                                               
 
interpersonal relationships among members and most importantly, a willingness to learn and 
change as a result of the process. These are essential dynamics underpinning effective SMTs. 
However, in reality, they are not always evident or readily achievable. The TEAM Readiness Tool 
provides some ‘facilitation’ of deepening understandings of what might be involved in the process 
as well as preparing participants for the potential challenges ahead. 
Learnings from Use this Far 
The TEAM instrument and process has now been used in a number of schools. Feedback from 
participants has been positive. In brief, the learnings to date (Cranston, 2007b) indicate that the 
process is challenging for team members. Team members must be committed – risk takers? – to 
making things better in their team. This requires that the data from the questionnaire must be 
accepted as a conversation starter, and the start of a developmental journey.  
One of the major outcomes of the process is to get people talking, sharing and trusting each 
other. In part, this requires the use of quality facilitation to manage and shape the process, and an 
acknowledgement that ‘slow’ is good – the pace of the process must be determined by the team 
members, not the facilitators such that each team needs to be ‘taken’ from where they are. In this 
regard, it is important that there is time for facilitator to develop trust with group. Participants 
must have confidence in the facilitator and the process. Finally, it is critical that as a group, the 
team must decide to be involved. The process can not be imposed by the principal. 
To re-enforce the developmental nature of the process, it is recommended that it should be 
revisited over time – to ask questions such as ‘are we doing what we agreed to do as a team?’. In 
this way, the TEAM Questionnaire and Process are really a means to a broader goal, with strong 
overtones of action research learning processes evident. In thinking practically about the use of the 
questionnaire and process, it is useful to reflect on the following issues identified as readiness 
factors for engagement with the process – see TEAM Readiness Tool earlier. In short, these 
reminders provide the basis of what might be called a set of readiness factors for SMT 
professional development. They include that there must be an acceptance among SMT members 
that there will always be things that can be improved upon and that reflecting, reviewing and 
learning can lead to improved team dynamics and practices. There must be a willingness on the 
part of all SMT members to engage authentically in the team development processes. This 
willingness requires acceptance and addressing of both the strengths and the weakness identified 
of the SMT. Participants must understand that deep and lasting change towards agreed 
developmental goals may be challenging to current dynamics and practices, as well as the 
relationships among team members and that changes to the SMT will take time and will require 
on-going monitoring of progress towards team agreed developmental goals. A final point here is 
that the benefits of external facilitation need to be considered. The use of an external ‘driver’ 
affords opportunities for all members (including the principal) to effectively engage in the process 
and to provide independent and objective ‘guide on the side’ direction from a perspective that is 
divorced of without any personal or vested interest in the workings of the team.  
 Conclusions 
There is no doubt that senior teams and other teams are now part and parcel of the leadership and 
decision-making arms of schools. An understanding of micropolitics has been suggested as a 
powerful lens by which greater insight into the effectiveness and dynamics of such school 
management teams (SMTs) can be achieved. The team instrument and process reported here 
represents one potential strategy for using a micropolitical lens to reflect on the dynamics of SMTs 
and better understand their effectiveness and identify ways forward to enhance that effectiveness. 
While not presented as a panacea for all senior management teams, it does provide one approach 
that can support team members take a critical look at the current state of their team, and to reflect 
on where and how they might prefer it to be. This is a critically reflective process that is not 
without its complexities, as it may fundamentally challenge the micropolitics of the SMT itself. 
The TEAM Readiness Tool is offered as one way to ascertain whether a particular team is ready to 
engage in the process.  
The benefit of the TEAM Development Questionnaire lies in its developmental potential to 
assist SMTs to move from current realities to future possibilities resulting in more effective team 
functioning and better relationships. Thus, the questionnaire is a potentially useful tool for SMTs 
as they take on increasingly enhanced decision-making and accountability responsibilities under 
current school restructuring and reform processes. Of note is that the process and learnings may 
have wider applicability beyond just SMTs and are equally applicable to, and suitable for use with, 
schools teams of a variety of types, such as curriculum teams and school councils and boards. 
References 
BENNETT, N., WOODS, P., WISE, C. & NEWTON, W. (2007) Understanding of middle leadership in secondary 
schools: A review of empirical leadership, School Leadership & Management, 27(5), pp. 453-470. 
BILLOT, J., GODDARD, T. & CRANSTON, N. (2007) How principals manage ethnocultural diversity: Learnings from 
three countries, International Studies in Educational Administration, 35(2), pp. 13-19. 
BLASE, J. (1991) The micropolitical perspective, in J. BLASÉ (Ed.), The Politics of Life in Schools: Power, conflict and 
cooperation (Newbury Park: Sage), pp. 1-18 
BLASE, J. & ANDERSON, G. (1995) The Micropolitics of Educational Leadership: From control to empowerment (Great 
Britain: Cassell). 
CARDNO, C. (2002) Team learning: Opportunities and challenges for school leaders, School Leadership & Management, 
22(2), pp. 211-223. 
CRANSTON, N. (2007a) Through the eyes of potential aspirants: Another view of the principalship, School Leadership & 
Management, 27(2), pp. 109-128. 
CRANSTON, N. (2007b) Developing Quality Senior Teams in Schools: A ‘case study’ of a Queensland secondary school, 
Symposium Paper, International Conference, Australian Association for Research in Education (AARE), 
Fremantle, (25-27 November). 
CRANSTON, N. & EHRICH, L. (2005) Enhancing the effectiveness of senior management teams in schools, International 
Studies in Educational Administration, 33(1), pp. 79-91. 
CRANSTON, N. & EHRICH, L. (2008) Characteristics and development of best practice leadership teams in schools - 
Technical Paper. Unpublished paper prepared for Education Queensland. 
CRANSTON, N., EHRICH, L. & BILLOT, J. (2003) The secondary school principalship in Australia and New 
Zealand: An investigation of changing roles, Leadership & Policy Studies in Schools, 2(3), pp. 159-188. 
                                                                                                                               
 
CRANSTON, N., TROMANS, C. & REUGEBRINK, M. (2004) Forgotten leaders? The role and workload of deputy 
principals in Queensland government secondary schools, International Journal for Leadership in Education, 
7(3), pp. 225-242. 
EHRICH, L. & CRANSTON, N. (2004) Developing senior management teams in schools: Can micropolitics help? 
International Studies in Educational Administration, 32(1), pp. 1-31. 
GRONN, P. (2003) The New Work of Educational Leaders: Changing leadership practice in an era of school reform 
(London: Paul Chapman). 
HALL, V. & WALLACE, M. (1996) Let the team take the strain: Lessons from research into senior management teams in 
secondary schools, School Organization, 16(3), pp. 297-309. 
HARRIS, A. (2005) Distributed leadership, in B. DAVIES (Ed.), The Essentials of School Leadership (London: SAGE), 
pp. 160-172. 
HOYLE, E. (1999) The two faces of micropolitics, School Leadership & Management, 19(2), pp. 213-222. 
WALLACE, M. (2002) Modelling distributed leadership and management effectiveness: Primary school senior 
management teams in England and Wales, School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 13(2), pp. 163-186. 
WALLACE, M. & HALL, V. (1994) Inside the SMT: Teamwork in secondary school management (London: Paul 
Chapman). 
